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D. Wayne Hedberg
Permit Supervisor
State of Utah
Department of Natural Resources
Division of Oil, Gas and Mining
355 West North Temple
3 Triad Center, Suite 350
Salt Lake City UT 84180-1203
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RE: Conditional Approval, Amended Notice of Intention to Commence Mning
Operations, USND( of Utah, Inc., Goldstrike Mine, 1W053/003,
Washington County, Utah

Dear Mr. Hedberg:

USND( would like to take this opportunity to respond to your letter dated November 5,
1993. Our response is as follows:

DIWSION The Division has completed it's review of your Amended Notice of
Intention to Commence Mining Operations and draft Erwironmeilal
Assessment, received August 25, 1993 and October I, 1993, respectively.
Conceptually, we do not have serious concerns or objections with your
latest proposal. However, our review has identified a number of
comments/questions that will require further clarification from USMX
before this conditional approval may be considered final. Tfu comments
are listed below under the applicable Minerals Rule heading. Please

format your response in a similarfashion.

R647-4-105 Maps, Drawings & Photographs

I 05. 2 Surface Facilities Map

Drawing No. GS-018 - daes not hqve the new Beqvertail Pil clearly
labeled/identifed The solid black line surrounding the new pit and
qccess/haul road is key-coded as "permit area boundary". We asfltme
that this dark line is meant to be part of the new disturbed area boundary.
Please ret ise this drav,ing to clarifi these features.

USMX, INC.
l4l Union Boulevard, Suite I00 . Lake*nod, C0 80228

(303)985-456s . FAX (303) 980-1363
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The match lines on GS-018 and GS-019 should be moved closer to the
e$g of the drawing to make the drawings easier to interpret. Please

N{ r ,,..,_- /reui@ the drawings so lhat a number of the features are not
'. eliminated/obscaredwhen the match lines are overlain? @rfH)

USIvD(

DIWSION

USND( believes that the Beavertail Pits are clearly described in a number
of drawings including GS-014, GS-018, and GS-022. We will, however, C'K
revise these drawings to include additional labeling as necessary.

The heavy "solid black line" which is labeled "permit area boundary" is
part of the proposed and existing permit boundary for the entire project
which is shown on drawings GS-001 and GS-003. This boundary is part
of a number of other permits, including the BLMs Plan of Operation, the
BLMs Environmental Assessment, and the State of Utah's Air Quality
permit.

The lighter solid dark line which surrounds the four small pits which
USI\,D( proposes to mine in the Beavertail area is the new proposed
disturbed area boundary. We will revise the various drawings to describe o /<
the new areas to be disturbed more clearly.

We apologize for the inconvenience that the match lines may have caused
you when reviewing drawings GS-018 and GS-019; however, USND(
believes that this is the best place to put the match line in order to prevent
confilsion between the area of disturbance in the Moosehead area which is

already permitted and the proposed Beavertail area. We will, however, e /<
provide you with an additional set of these two drawings so that you may
cut and/or fold them along any match line you wish.

105.3 Drawings or Cross Sections (slopes, roads, pads, ponds, etc.)

The Division conceptually approves of the proposed 5,000,000 gallon
emergency solulion storage pond and the extension to heap leach pad #2.

We recognize that the Division of Water Quality (DIilQ has primacy for
establishing and approvir?g the final design details. Therefore, we will
require USMX to provide us with a copy of the final approved design
drawings/plans (and texQ, once DWQ has granted their approval of
same. (DWH)

It appears that what was previously called the Moosehead Dump is now
called the West Dump. Please confirm or clarify this. (IFtf)

l[JSrvitx
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USMX will provide you with a copy of the final approved design
drawingVplans (and text) once DWQ has granted their approval.

The Moosehead Dump is now called the West Dump. USND( will go

L'-

Cg

0' /(
{dd4

through the text and drawings to make sure that the appropriate changes

arg made- 
vYurBJ lu llt'll\s )ttl s lrr4l lrrs .PPrvPrrqlv vr..rr'eJ tQa*

R647-4-I 06 Operation Plan

106.2 Type of operalions conducted, mining method, processing etc.

Page 42, section 3.4, conlains a typographical error in the lolal gallons
shown in lhe margin of safety calailations. The totol is shown as
15,525,000 when the conect figure is 5,525,000. 6AG)

Page 41, section 3.4, and page 66 section 4.4 describe lhe rinse water
pond as 3,000,000 gallons. Pages 42 and 44 refer to this pond as
2,900,000 gallons. The figures should be consistent throughai the
revised NOI. Please correcl these figures or explain why they should be
different. (HAG)

USIVD( agrees that the correct figure for the required storage volume is
5,525,000. Page 42, section 3.4 will be changed to reflect this figure.

The normal rinse water pond operating capacity less free board should be
2,900,000 gallons. Page 41, section 3.4 and page 66, section 4.4 will be
revised to be consistent.

106.3 Estimoted acreage disturbed, reclaimed, annually?

Page 59, section 4, revised NOI, indicates that the increase in
disturbed acresfor this ntine plan amendment will be Q5.9 acres. Page 5,

section 2.2, draft EA, indicates a total disturbed acreage of 36.7 acres.
The figures should be consistent. Please correct these figures or explain
why they should be dffirent? (DWH)

Between the time the EA was completed in June of 1993 and the
Amended NOI was completed in August of 1993 a more precise (s6,1
calculation of the area to be disturbed was rnade. The correct area should r r,.
be 35.9 acres. The 2.2Yo difference between these two figures is well i r'--

within the normal error associated with digitizing, planimetering, and the
scale of the drawing upon which these calculations are based.

IIJISIMIX
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DIWSION

106.5 Exislittg soil types, location, annunt

Table 4.8,-1, page 71, includes the assumption lhat 75o/o of the muimum
volume of topsoil is salvageable. The recoverable topsoil for the
Covington/A1oosehead Haul road area is considerably less than 75% of
the maximum volunrc. Please explain this discrepancy. (AAG)

As stated on page 70 "due to the steepness ofthe terrain, and the presence
of rock outcrops, it is expected that there would be an average loss of
about 25 percent of the material salvaged." USMX does not believe that
the recovery factor used is a "discrepancy". Instead we believe that it
represents what can be recovered in that area. To date approximately
74.loh of the maximum quantity of available soil has been recovered. This
amount is not substantially less thanT5o/o.

106.9 Locqtion & size of ore, waste, lailings, ponds

Page 59, sectiott 4.0, and page 60, section 4.2, describe the extension lo
Leach Pad #2. Please include the area or dimensions of the proposed
extension. (AAG)

The proposed outline of the extension to leach pad No. 2 is shown on
drawing GS-0I7 and GS-021. The final dimensions of the proposed
expansion will be provided once USND( gets final approval from DWQ.

107.3 Erosiott control and sediment control

Page 56, seclion 3.9.2 refers to reader to Figure 3.9-I for a fuscription
of the typical culvert placentent. This appears to be a typo and should
read Figrres 4.9-1. (AAG)

USMX agrees that it should read Figure 4.9-1. The aforementioned
reference on page 56 will be changed.

Paragaph one, page 57, referenced three low-flow crossings which were
lo hate been installed under the previous approved version of the mine
plan. These three crossings are to be replaced with culverts during
reclamqtion. Please identify these three crossing locations. (AAG)

- - /'4/'L[_dq

.:!hg rgg_qIt_Sat9*qryg_ls 5.3 acres. 
-This information will be added to thq i

Nb-itext. - - "*q4
DIWSION R647-4-107 OperatiortPractices
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USI/D( They are for drainage's lU, 38, and 48 which are shown on drawing GS-
019 and GS-020.

DIVISION Page 72, seclion 4.g, appears to contain a Wo in the next to the last
senlence. The text'refers to drawing GS-020, which should reference
drawingGs-Lrc. (DWH)

USIVD( USIID( will change the text on page 72 to refer to drawing GS-018.

DIWSION Page 73, section 4.9, states that road culverts for the new access/lnul
road to the Goldstrike area will be sized for the l0-yr, 24-hr design
storm, as specified by l{ashington Coungt. The Division aclmowledges
Washington County's ultimate authority and jurisdiction over coun$
otmed/maintained ruds- However, given the recent trend tov'ard
increased precipitation in this area, and the permanent nature of the
road, il is recommended that drainage culverts be sized for a larger
design storm (eg., 50-yr, 6-hrfor the larger drainages). (DryH)

USND( The specifications for the proposed new access/haul roads are
commensurate with the l0-year Z4-hour design of the culverts in the

1 :ffi":?.t::'#Hl' :l#'ll,Tiii $*:":,3'Jil':fi ;:?H::fibilr 't-.
^ \r-,(Y.' County who will be responsible for their maintenance and who has

C!tt}.({c 
t 

accepted this design as 6eing adequate, USIvD( plans to leave these

rpc' \. culverts sized as currently designed. JBR Consultants Group has

r \t ,i,) . -S evaluated the size ofthe planned culverts for the new haul road and has

,uo,b^\ 4'li f,tt. ,n' 
+ determined that all of them have the capacity as currently sized to conduct

;J' ' utl,., 1 '" flow that would originate from 50-yr, 6-hr design storm.
r,.+'fiJtr"

DIWSION Page 74-75, section 4.9, outlines the temporary sediment controlsfor the
Beavernil Pil area. The written tefi is dfficult to relate to the hydrologic
structures as shovwt on drawing GS-018. The proposed locationfor the
drainage swale is not clearly identified on the drowing. The complerity
of switchback roads within lhe pit make it difficalt to interpret how
surface drainage will be directed out of the pit (GS-018). The Beovertail
waste dump location is not labeled on this drawing. It is unclear if
culvert 6A is the one referred to in the text to direct runofJrom drainage
basin 68 around the dump, or if there is a culvert not shantn on the map
(i.e., 68?). The drawing and text should be revised to clearly indicate
how temporary and long-term drainage will be handled in the vicinity of
the new pit. (DII/H)

c'/<
o4*r.r'

.>

L-(

OK

It,ISINilX



USIvD(

DIWSION

USIVD(

DIWSION

USIVD(

DIWSION

The Beavertail pit consists of a series of four small pits covering an area of
surface mineralization. The exact configuration of these pits will depend

on the blast hole assays. Temporary sediment controls will be put in as

required by field conditions to divert rainfall around the disturbed area and

to prevent runoff. Drainage 68 drains into area 6A. The majority of
drainage from 6A and 68 will be conveyed across the in-pit haul road to
the norttr side of the waste dump via a round CMP culvert which is labeled

6.{. The combined runoff of areas 6A and 6B will be directed into a silt
fence before being discharged into drainage area 6C. Drawing GS-018 C, e ,

will be revised to show the Beavertail waste dumps in greater detail. The

text on Page 74 will be revised to make this description more clear.

Page 75, section 4.9, provides a general description of how the
permanent Beavertail Dump runoff conveyance structure will be

constructed/designed. Please provide design drawings (typical cross-

section and profile) that show how lhis structure will be constracted qnd

ftutction. (D\YH)

USMX will provide a drawing, Figure 4.9-2, which will show a ditch 1116( {t
created by the toe of the waste dump on the south and the side of the haul ?,\'^'*'
road on the north. / ,1, ', r" :

Page 87, section 6.5, refers to 6 drainage basins that will have 24-inch
calverts inslalled during or following operations. Drawing GS-020 shou,s

all of these drainage crossing locations with the exception of 24. Is a
crossing missing on this drav,ing, or will the drainage from this basin be

routed to culverts 28 and 3C? Please clarifu and ntodifu the drawing iJ
necessary. (D\YH)

As is shown on drawing GS-020 and stated on page 52, section 3.9.2, / T'on"r{
"Runofffrom area 2A is conveyed to the culvert in 28 via the roadside V {s"4 1-1r..
ditch." Text on page 87 will be modified to clarif, the method used to th{tn. u'drainthisarea. ;+ ,.-H.{ n,e Tenl
R647-4-I I0 Reclanntion Plan

I 10.2 Reclamation of roads, highwall, slopes, drainages, pits, etc.

On page 83, paragraph 5, of the plan, the operator indicates that there
will be a ten-year monitoring period of dircharges from the

decontmissioned heaps to determine safe cyanide and heavy metal levels.

Will this creale a delay in achieving final reclamation of the heaps and
the process facilities, until safe levels are verifed? If so, when does the

operalor anticipate seeking surety release for the site? &{S8

t
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USIvD(

USMX proposes to seek a phased release of surety at such time as the
work is accomplished and the reclamation success meets the standard

established by the DMsion and as specified in our reclamation plan. It is
USMX's understanding that the l0-year monitoring period is a BLM
requirement. USN,D( is ready to discuss this matter with representatives of
the Division and the BLM at your convenience.

Page 85, section 6.4 describes the regrading of the leach pads in terms of
the Hassayampa Pit highwall and the Main Pit highwall. Please show
these features on the appropriate ultimate site development drawing. No
description of the regrading of LP2-E2 was included in this same section.
It was assTtmed lhat regrading of the exlensiott would be the same as that

for Leach Pad #2. Please canfirm or clarifu this. (AAG)

This paragraph has not changed any from the "Revised Notice of
Intention" dated August 27,1992, and which has already been approved.
Further, it does not concern any of the proposed revisions which USND( is
requesting approval at this time. What remains of these features are

shown on the "Reclamation Treatments Map " GS-025. The Main Pit area

is labeled on the drawing and is identified in the area of disturbance insert
on that drawing. USMX will change the wording on page 85 to state that
Leach Pad LP2-EZ will be regraded to the same general standards as the
other leach pads. It is USMX's understanding that all new work for which

standards

Page 85, section 6.4, includes a paragraph describing thefinal pit slopes.

No information specific to the proposed Beavertail pit is provided.
Please provide a description of the final Beavertail pit slopes and post-
reclamation higlrwall dimensions. (AAG)

USMX believes that it has described the four small and shallow pits at
Beavertail quite well on the various drawing including GS;p]L USMX
believes that design details are best shown on these drafri-gs. For further
detail see USMXs response to the Division's question
Beavertail pit design under Minerals Rule Heading
Variance". U$14-rv1l!_glqo change some of the text on pa es85a

regarding the

...F':647-4-lt2
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DIWSION

USIVD(

Page 94, table 6.Il-l describes the proposed reclamation schedule. The

schedttle does not include a timefrante for rinsing, neutralizing and
twelve ntonths of moniloringfor the leach pads as shown infigure 8.10-1.

Please modifu this schedule to include these activities for the leach pads.
(AAG)

USMX will add a line item on table 6.11-l stating that rinsing, riggq4!il' afu>

and twelv;;;i[s oT monitoring wi[6e-done] please nte that tG-se

issues are clearly addressed elsewhere in the Amended Notice of Intention
includins Table 4.1-2. oaees 82- 83 and 93.

qis <J 'b.'toJ ' 6764 >^ o

I 1 0.5 Revegetalion planling program

Under the operator's discussiort of seedbed preparation, it is mentioned
that ripping depth will be I2 inches with rippers spaced 24 inches apart.
The Division saggests lhat ninimunt ripping depth be 18 inches,

especially for roads and staging aress. the ripper blade spacing could
remain the same, or no n ore than 3 feet apart. The rule of thumb is one

fool on either side of the ripper blade per fool of ripper depth. Also, on
areas where feasible, such as pads, ripping should be performed in a two
dimensional pattern. {HWS)

USMX agrees to adequately rip the ground as part of our seedbed

preparation. This paragraph has not been changed since the Revised NOI
dated August 27, 1992 which has already been approved by the Division.
A good share of the work has already been done under the previously r i

approved plan. i ,ct.,il'{:r,tL rl:y l*I1,rirn,J, nu,iL:iul,ufuiu \7t[+ nk'r|ltV
ht+. t u lt

Page 91, section 6.10, states the perimeter fence will be removed when
acceptable revegetatiott has occurred. Please explain why this item was

not inchtded in the reclanntion cost estimate? 6h16h

0l"t,-Ton-)
Jl,

The reclamation cost estimate is just what it is stated to be a "cosil \t nr&(
estimate". USMX does not ,ry to fuloa".gysrry ppssr-ble cost.i!g4sdowsLTS#FE

Jo ll1e snallest detail.lp g cost eqtimatp. Instead USMX has included a l0 ; t " l
percent contingency factor. We believe that this cost estimate is fully | . C{1,OK

_1fguale 
and r_easonable. J A4

4,reor, ,u.ff'oo,7,r

tr- (t'ny.:;;)=' '4 (4'tu''' 
,,rdrl ic-L?N' .qfiL

_. Nte,te') E'7,tt"- ,"6 or Iio,,',)5r*p't" ..1p11,
Jt" 
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DIVISION R647-4-l11 ReclamatiotrPractices

I I 1.8 All roads and pads reclaimed

On page 82, of the submittal, first paragraph, last senlence, it is stated
thal, "16 acres v,hich u,ill rennin as post-ntine access roads are included
as reclainrcd area". Does lhis mean that lhese roads will or will not be

reclaimed? @WS)

Thank you for bringing this sentence to our attention. USMX agrees that
this sentence will cause confusion. It will be deleted. Those parts of the
various haul roads which will not be reclaimed and which will be left open

as post-mining access roads are clearly shown on the various reclamation
maps (GS-022 through GS-025). For example see areas M-3 and N-l on
drawing GStAf- Both of these areas are to be left unreclaimed as post-" a2.r
mining counly?6cess roads.

I I 1.9 Dams and impoundmenls left self draining and stable

Page 77, section 5.1, ittdicates that there u,ill be two impounding
structures remaining on the project site follotuittg reclamation (Quail
Canyon dam and Sediment dam). On page 87, section 6.5, the plan
indicates that lhe Sediment danr would remain inlact, but not impound
water. The plan states that the slruclure u,ill be reclaimed using the same

techniques as for the resl of the mine. On page 95, section 7.0, the

operator requests a variance to leat e the Quail Canyon dam intact

fol lowittg mine c losure.

These slalenrents are confusing, and sontewhat contradictory. IYill the

Sediment dant be left following reclanwtion of the site? If so, how will it
be reclaimed not to impound surface runofJ? The Quail Canyon dant
variance request nmy need lo be extended to include the Sediment damq
if it is to remain as d pernranent impoundiilg structure following
reclanntion. (DWH)

)t,'L't
rf '"

USND(

JllAt^A,

DIWSION

USI\D( The Sediment dam was designed to be porous and to allow storrn runoff
water to pass through it while collecting the sediment. As a result USMX
believes that the Sediment dam should be considered a non-impounding
structure, ,l

,s7a1 r' , yo. 1;,.,k, tloOr.^a ?uo

,,./r, 
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1 1 I. I 2 Topsoil redistribution

Page 89, section 6.6, ntentions the volunte of topsoil atailable as 433,600
cubic yards. Page 72, table 1.8-2, states 433,800 cubic yarh can be

recovered. lhe difference between these figures is not highly signiJicant,
but the values used should be consislent. Please adjusl these values

accordingly or offer an explanation why they should differ. (AAG)

w*f ,
,)

USMX agrees that "values used should be consistent".
number is 433,800 cubic yards. We will change the number
reflect this value.

R647-4-l I2 Variance

as a non-impounding structure. It might prove
and USMX if a variance is granted in case

sometime in the future as to whether or not
standinq.

DIWSION The Division accepts the variance requestfor itents 7.1, page 95.

Page 95, seclion 7.2 refers to the slope stability analysis in Appendix F.
This appears to be a lypo and should refer to appendix G. a variancefor
higlu,all angles greater than 45 degreeswas previously grantedfor those
pits included in lhe previous rubmissiort to the Division. This submission
does not include any specifc information to supporl extrapolating the
previous slope stability analyses to lhe new Beavertail pit. Please
provide a rationale for extrapolating the stability analysis to the new pit.
The Division will need lhis information in order to evaluate the variance
request for the new pit. (AAG)

4t,

! , 
i.

i,. /..

t ,;:

''1,,
lti '

The conect-..tKo,. s4
on Page 89 to ":7

The variance requestfor leating the Quail Canyon dam (ltem 7.0, page
95) is acceptable to the Division. Hotvever, it is unclear if a variance
request (andjustifcation) is necessaryfor the Sedimenl dam (see section
R647-4-1I L9 above)? (DWH)

As stated earlier USMX believes that the Sediment dam should be treated
useful to both the Division
any questions are raised

this structure is to be left

I ,..' ':' i' 
,',1,r ."

i,i t
f : la
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USND( makes this request for a very obvious and practical reason. Much
ofthe area at Beavertail already has a natural topography with side slopes

greater than 45". In fact, the side slopes of several areas to be disturbed

range from 55o to 60o. The.mineralizalion is ve
part and follows the dip slope of the hillside. USM

for the most
that the rock flN,,.

:ffr".mass in this area is as strong and stable as the rock mas35f the other pits

which we have already mined successfully at Goldstrike. The Beavertail
pit is in reality@pits- Based on our "actual on
the ground mining experience" it is the collective conclusion of USND('s
management, geologists and engineers that these Srn4l plls which will be

fnined in less than a vearwill he very_stable. The highwalls will be kept as

shallow as practicable, but in many cases they will have to be developed
with slopes between 55" to 56" because of the natural topography in the
area. The highwalls will be inspected daily as required by MSHA and at *r,rtA',
the end of mining to insure that they are left in a stable condition. *"ad

DIWSION R647-4-ll3 Surety

The Division accepts USMX's figures for a number of line items in the
reclamation surety estimdte. The figures which were adjusted were for
regrading, rippittg, topsoiling, revegelation and the highwall fence. A
D9N regradittg cost of 5208/hr at 873 LCY/hr productivity was arrived at
using the Rental Rate Blue Book 4/93 and Means 93 references. An
werage of this cost and USMX's estimate of SI57/hr was used to arrive
at thifigure of $0.21/CY. The ripping coit used was also arrive)at by
averaging a D8N $205/ltr cost with the SI25/hr USMX estimqte. The

lopsoilitg hourly costs for a D8N dozer were not consistent with other
D8N costs in the USMX eslimate. An hourly cost of.S250/hr was usedfor
two D8N dozers in this estimate grving a total of i{862/hr for topsoiling.
The revegetation cost proposed by USMX for hand seeding($l3.08tacre)
did not appear to include the application and materiql costs for mulch
and fertilizer which the reclantation plan prescribes for the disturbed
areas. For this reason, a combined cost of $243/acre was used to
represent hand seeding. This figre included SI00 each for mulch qnd

fertilizer and their application. This 5243/acre fgure was lhen averaged
with USMX'I figure ($272/acre) for ntechanical application. Adding in
seed costs gave afigtre of $452/acre for revegetalion. The SL50/LF cost

for fencing provided by USMX did not seem realistic, when compared
with the 1992 Tenneco estintate of 53.67/LF and a cost from the Means
reference of $2.97/LF. A cost of 52.40/LF was assumed to be adequate.
Please refer to the attached dt'aft surety estimatefor details. (AAG)

ItJ'SIMIX
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The Division estimate for the amended Goldstrike Mine is 52,102,200 in
1998 dollars. This estimate is an increqse of 431,900 for the carently

posted surelt an ount of 52,067,300. This is a 1.7 percent increase from
the exisling nnety. I4re believe there is enottghJlexibility and conlingency
(along with other extenuatingfactors) built into the estin?ate which would
compensate for this difference. Therefore, the Division will not require
USMX to increase lhe surely anrounl at this time. (fu|G)

USMX thanks the Division for accepting the existing surety.

R647-1-l l6 Public Notice and Appeals

Becqtse the Division has categorized this proposal as a permit
amendntenl, fornnl public nolice will not be reEtired prior to our
approtal of this antendmenl.

It is our opinion that ntost of these deficiencies are principally
housekeeping issaes, consequenlly, we will not require USMX lo satisfu
our concerns before beginning the proposed construclion. However,

USMX musl provide the requested information no later than December 6,

1993. The only excepliott to this deadline would be our receipt of DWQ's

fnal approved desigtt plans for the extension of Heap #2 and the new

5,000,000 gallon process solution storage pond.

USMX will provide the division with a copy of the approved design plans

soon as we receive final approval from DWQ.

Sincerely,

USMX,INC.

C<

Bob Bayer, JBR Consultants Group
Paul B. Valenti
James A. Sittner

,u.-c,&tt
James A. Smith
Mine Manager

JASI l7lcaw
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